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IV. 

ON THE RELATION OF THE CODEX VETUS TO THE CODEX 
URSINIANUS OF PLAUTUS. 

By W. H. Gillespie. 

Professor Seyffert, in an article in the Berliner Philologische 
Wochenschrift iox Dec. 5, 1896, p. 1550, has argued that the Codex 
Vetus (B) of the first eight plays of Plautus is derived from a 
source superior to that of the Codex Ursinianus (D) and the 
original (P E ) of E, V, and J. If, as most editors hold, this view is 
correct, we must, in cases where we have no clear evidence of the 
true reading, accept the testimony of B and P E against that of D, 
but not that of D and P E against that of B. On the other hand, if 
B, D, and P E come from the same original, their testimony will be of 
equal value, — except in so far as the characteristics of the scribes 
are taken into consideration ; and the agreement of any two of them 



MSS. It was some still earlier archetype, how much earlier cannot be determined, 
which presented the scene-headings with the top-line blank. 

The MSS. of Terence seem to go back to at least two editions, the one repre- 
sented by the Codex Bembinus, the other an illustrated edition. Was this also 
the case with our Plautus MSS. ? The curious designation of the ' mercator ' in 
the Palatine Version of the Asinaria as ' chlamydatus,' ' the man in the travelling- 
cloak,' is exactly the kind of designation that might have been scribbled below a 
picture of the ' mercator '; just as in the Vatican Virgil we find the word 'angues ' 
written beside the picture of the serpents attacking Laocoon. In the Miles 
a picture of the tippling slave may have been accompanied by the explanatory word 
lurcho (miscopied LVCRHO, then LVCRIO), 'the tippler'; while the real name 
given to the slave by Plautus may have been something quite different, something 
which still remains to be elicited from the uotio of the MSS. in v. 843. 

It remains to be added that the ^-collation indicates that a two-line scene-head- 
ing was not invariable. The curious scene-heading of our Palatine MSS. at Cist. 
I ii LENA RESTITIT is vindicated by the r-reading at Bacch. IV iii ADV- 
LESCENS RESTIT(IT) as a type of scene-heading that occurred in the proto- 
archetype. Similarly, the LENO EIDEM of Pers. IV vi is a type of which we 
have traces in A. A detailed study of the scene-headings of Plautus and a 
comparison with those of Terence might throw a good deal o"f light on the history 
of the ancient recensions of both authors. — W. M. L.] 
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against the third will be conclusive evidence for the " Palatine " 
tradition at least. 

Now the identity of their immediate original can, I think, be 
proved ; for, if we set aside those corrections in B (B 3 ) which 
undoubtedly come from a better MS. than B's original, we shall find 
that the instances where B diverges from the common reading of D 
and P E do not postulate a different original. And further, B shares 
in a striking number of peculiarities characteristic of D and P E . 

Professor Seyffert cites in support of his view a list of cases where 
B is free from errors into which D and P E have fallen. These I will 
endeavor to show are not convincing. 1 

Am. 364 quid B, quod DP E . 

Such confusions between quid and quod are very common ; cf. As. 
537 £& (quid) £x Q& (q uoc B, quid D, quod E ; As. 626 quod BE, 
quid D ; As. 578 quiduis D, quoduis BE ; Aul. 718 quid est quod B, 
quid est quid DE. These confusions are evidently due to writing in 
contraction in a common original, — though in the last example there 
may be a grammatical reason for B's divergence. 

Am. 452 factum est B, factum DE. 

The exact nature of this divergence becomes clear if we compare 
Am. 970 and 1038 opust DE, opus B; Aul. 423 tactio est BEV', 
taccio D ; Am. 1074 b sepultust B, sepultus est E, sepultus D; Aul. 4 
and 621, where D omits est, while B and E retain it; Capt. 147 
facerest DEV 1 , facere est B ; Capt. 398 utriquest DEV ; utrique est 
B ; Am. 994 maximast BE, maxima est D. All these are examples 
of the various treatment which -st of the original receives from the 
scribes of BDP E , sometimes omitted, sometimes expanded to est. In 
view of the inconsistency they display, it seems hardly reasonable to 
base on such variations an argument for the better original of B. 2 

Am. 478 Earn B, lam DE. 

This word occurs at the beginning of a line, and would be written 
with a capital letter. Confusion between E and / might easily occur ; 



1 He rightly refuses to lay stress on the omission in Aul. 1 55 of the words sed — 
duram, an omission made by B' as well as by DP E . [Supplied probably by B 3 . — 
W. M. L.] 

2 In Aul. 102 quaqua prope DE, quaqua prope est B ; DE are possibly nearer 
the correct reading, viz. quaquam prope. 
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cf. Aul. 768, where a similar confusion of capital letters has taken 
place : Fuero refer D, I vero refer ex Fuero refer B, Furore fer 
EV 1 ; Fuero stood in the original ; but B has recognized what the 
reading should be and corrected. In Asin. 4 Eace of the archetype 
and BP E has been rightly corrected by D to Face} 

Am. 542. The placing of tamen at the beginning of v. 543 instead 
of at the end of 542 in D is not of importance. D reads : — 

v. 542 IV. Numquid uis? ALC. Ut quom absim me ames 
metuam te absentem 
543 tamen. MER. Eamus, etc. B reads : — 
v. 542 IV. Numquid uis? ALC. Ut quom absim me ames 
metuam te absentem tamen 
543 MER. Eamus, etc. 

This simply means that B has successfully written the full verse in 
a single line, while D has failed. 2 

Am. 573. The correct report of the MSS. here is : dica B 1 , a 
corr. in o B 3 , die E, dicam ex die D. Evidently all three scribes have 
found difficulty in this word, which points to a common original, 
where the last part of the word was written illegibly or in contraction. 
There is a very similar case in As. 1075 a, where DE have cognoscam, 
while B wrongly offers cognosco, perhaps assimilating the ending to 
that of ibo, which occurs two words before. 

As. 320 firmitudinem ~&,ftrmidinem T>,formidinem P E . 

Apparently the omission of the syllable tu occurred in the original 
MS. of all three. It offered firmidinem ; B corrected the word rightly, 
P E wrongly. A similar correction by D occurs in Capt. 269 : admu- 
tilabit (admutalabit D, admutila labit B, admutilalabit P E ). Cf. also 
Am. 210. 

As. 785 Post si B, Post id si DE. 

As. 589 presents a parallel case to this : quo cui B, cui D, cui quoi 
E. The explanation in both cases is the same, viz. a gloss that has 



1 [The rubricated initials are by B 3 . See Nougaret Mil. Arch. xvii. 22. — 
W. M. L.] 

2 [A glance at the line as it is written in D will convince any one of the truth of 
this statement. — W. M. L.] 
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crept into the text, to explain in the one case the prepositional form 
post used for the adverbial posted, and in the other the archaic quoi. 
Cf. also Capt. gg, where B correctly omits et, a suprascript gloss in 
the original. 

Aul. 86 darium B, darieil D, dart eum E. 

Perhaps the original here had dareum ; cf. Capt. ig3 trapeizitam 
B, trapezitam DE, trapizitam V 1 ; Capt. 62 tragoeidiam BEV 1 , tragoe- 
diam D ; Aul. 321 mei mora D, memora B, memorari V 1 (dots added 
by V 2 ). 

Aul. 222 uti DV 1 , utB. 

It seems altogether probable that DV 1 have the correct reading 
here : 

Nam de te neque re neque uerbis meViii titi faceres quod facis. 

The proceleusmatic in the 5th foot of a trochaic septenarius can 
be paralleled from Epid. 585 : 

Sf non uolt : equidem hac inuita tamen Sro matris fflia. 

It is quite common to find a scribe substituting a more for a less 
familiar form, as B has done here. 

Aul. 575 adfectatuiam, with erasure before u B, adfedatiuam D, 
adfectatiua, V 1 . 

B shows traces of having begun to spell as D and V 1 , and cannot 
be supposed to have had a different original. This type of confusion 
is very common and very easily accounted for. In minuscule writing 
we have i, n, u, m, made by one, two, or three similar strokes ; hence, 
one can understand how iu would be confused with ui, or in, im, with 
un, etc. As. 96 furnishes a good illustration of scribes' carelessness 
in writing these letters, and their omission or insertion of one of these 
strokes: uixorem B, uxorem DE; cf. As. 31, 785 ; Am. 1067. To 
such confusions are due Am. 37 illi, ex inilli D, inilli E, nulli B; Aul. 
336 adarauin BV 1 , ad ara iun D ; Capt. 106 tranquillaui gratus B, 
tranquilla uigratus V 1 , tranquilla ingratiis DE ; Capt. 433 estunatum 
B, estimatum DEV 1 ; Am. 560 obsonium B 3 ex obs . . . uum B', 
obsequium DV 1 . 

Capt. 175 ad te ad nam B, ad te nam DE, ad tena V 1 . 

The mistake here is very easily explained. It is due to the con- 
stantly recurring confusion between / and c. Two stages back the 
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MS. reading was ad te ad cenam ; but the scribe of the immediate 
original of our MSS., mistaking the c of cenam for /, thought he was 
copying a dittography. So, having written the second ad before 
noticing the seeming error, he expunged the word by means of two 
dots placed beneath it, and went on from nam. B copied his original 
with excessive conscientiousness, correction and all, but D and P E 
omitted the expunged word. 

Capt. 208 id deceat (ex idideceat ut vid.) B, dideceat DEV 1 . 

Here we have merely a case of transposition, such as commonly 
occurs in these MSS. Cf. As. 405 eachinidis B, eachidinis DE ; 
Aul. 778 megadorus BEV 1 , medagorus D; Aul. 383 minimo BP E , 
nimio D ; Am. 700 Hci D, Hie ex Hci B, Hie E. Traces of the trans- 
position in Capt. 208 remain in B. So there is no reason for supposing 
B to have been copied from a different original from D. 

Capt. 263 scitari B, stitari DV'E. 

This, too, proves nothing. There are hundreds of examples of 
confusion between t and c in our MSS.; cf. Capt. 326 lutulentos B, 
luculentos DEV 1 ; Capt. 83 viccitant E, victitant BD ; Am. 875 initium 
BE, iniciam D ; Am. 192, etc. The letter c, especially in the group 
ci, is hardly distinguishable from /. 

Capt. 361 meoque B, meo DE. 

Cf. Capt. 43 itidem ut D (rightly), itidemque ut B, itidem et EV 1 . 
If the scribe of B can add que where it is not required, it is reason- 
able to suppose that he may, where it plainly is. Meo, without que, 
stood, no doubt, in the original of B and D. 

There are a few other instances, which Professor Seyffert did not 
quote, where B is independently right : — 

Am. 338 Ittic et B, illic ei D"E, illic met T> 2 . 

Here we have a confusion between t and i, like that between t and 
c. Probably the original had et with the cross of the t very short or 
indistinct. Cf. Aul. 665 ecfert BE, et fert V 1 , ecferi D; Aul. 175 
vertant BE, veriant D ; cf. also Am. 413, Aul. 697. In Aul. 13 the 
scribe of B wrote et for ei, but his mistake was corrected. 

Am. 409 ut DE, aut B ; Aul. 829 aunde DP E , unde B. 

Cf.Asin. 312 usus est BE, ausus est D. These confusions indicate 
that u and au were in the archetype liable to interchange, from what 
cause it is difficult to say. 
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Am. 664 locum B, iocutn DE. 

Cf. Am. 906 loco BE, ioco ex loco D. Confusion between / and i 
is extremely common. The tall form of i is often indistinguishable 
from /. 

As. 67 amari B, amare DE. 

The common original of BDP E may have had the old spelling 
amarei here. 

Aul. 679 senet DEV 1 , senex B. 

Cf. Aul. 749 et cusemus D, excusemus BE (x, ex t, E). Evidently 
the ligatured form of ex, which closely resembles the ligatured form 
of et, stood in the original. 

Mere varieties of spelling like Am. 755 haut DE, haud B, are 
unworthy of mention ; as is Capt. 63 contrahat B, contraat DP E . In 
both these lines the spelling of DP E may well have stood in the 
original of B and D. 

To show further that instances such as those cited furnish no 
ground for Professor Seyffert's argument, I will cite cases where D 
is free from errors into which B (and sometimes P E also) has fallen : 
As. 96 me [s {scilicet') arte s.v.~\ D, me arte B ; Am. 316 oporet B, 
oportet D; Am. 423 querendum BE, querundum D; Am. 599 omnem 
D, omne BE ; Am. 678 vero rumificant (ras. s.v.) D, verorum mificant 
BE; As. 266 obscevavit D, obscaervavit E, obscervavit (a s. e et 
vel observavit s.v.m 3 ) B; Aul. 804 strolum BEV r (bo s ol B l ), 
strobilum D ; Capt. 186 Hegio D, Heio BEV ; Capt. 309 Hegio D, 
Heio BV 1 , Heo E ; Aul. 418 istud BP E , istuc D ; Am. 589 quo uis 
BE, quoius D ; also Am. 37, 210, As. 589, Aul. 778, Capt. 62, 269, 
already cited in this paper. 

Finally, the MSS. show evidence of a common original in their 
pagination. According to M. Nougaret, — Description du Manuscrit 
de Plaute B (Melanges d'Archeologie d'Histoire, xvii, p. 12), D 
reproduces exactly the " ambitus " of the page of this original MS. 
with its 26 lines. B has 52 lines to the page, — the first page corre- 
sponding precisely to the first two pages of D, and so on. This exact 
correspondence, however, B fails to keep up throughout. He does 
not reproduce the lacunae (7 lines in the Am. and 40 lines in the 
Aul.) of the original, which do appear in D. 

In the face of this evidence, one can hardly doubt that B came from 
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the same original as D and P E , and that the testimony of the first 
hand in B cannot justly be ranked above the individual testimony of 
the other MSS. Therefore, the testimony of any two of the trio B, 
D, P E , should outweigh that of the third. The establishment of this 
principle is of importance in determining the reading in such lines 
as Aul. 146, where B reads facto, DEV 1 facta, Leo, impressed with 
the idea of the greater value to be attached to B's testimony, reads 
factum, which approaches more nearly to B's reading than facta ; 
although by so doing he becomes involved in a metrical difficulty, 
factum volo. Plainly the evidence of the two MSS. D and P E is to 
be accepted here against B. So read : — 

MEG. Soror, more tuo facis. EVN. Facta volo. 



V. 

ON SHORT VOWELS BEFORE MUTE AND LIQUID IN PLAUTUS : 
CAN THEY ACT AS " BREVES BREVIANTES " ? 

By J. A. Peters. 

One of the characteristic features of Plautine verse is the short- 
ening of a long syllable by what is known as the " breves brevi- 
antes " law. By this law a syllable long either by nature or by 
position may be shortened under the influence of a preceding short 
syllable. The exact limitations of this law in Plautus have not yet 
been determined. For example, while a word like domi may be 
scanned as a pyrrhic in Plautus, it is doubtful whether a form like 
agri, in which the short vowel precedes a mute and a liquid, can be 
so treated. The MSS. present but very few instances of such short- 
ening through a mute and a liquid. It is my purpose in this paper 
to show, by an examination of the apparent or probable instances of 
such shortening that there is slight ground for believing that Plautus 
allowed himself this license. So that although the first syllable of a 
word like agri was pronounced as a short syllable, the scansion agri 
being a license of dactylic poetry, the syllable was not so definitely 
short that it could play the part of a "brevis brevians." 



